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DETAILED ACTION 
Continued Examination Under 37 CFR 1.114 

A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.1 14, including the fee set forth in 
37 CFR 1 .17(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this application is 
eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.1 14, and the fee set forth in 37 CFR 1.17(e) 
has been timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action has been withdrawn pursuant to 
37 CFR 1.1 14. Applicant's submission filed on 02/9/09 has been entered. 

Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1-44 have been considered but are moot in 
view of the new ground(s) of rejection as explained hereunder. 

Applicant has amended claims 1-3 by adding new limitations "only" and selected". 
Claims 1-4, 10-31, 33-38 and 40-56 are now pending out of which claims 1-4, 10-23, 45- 
47 and 51-53 are active. 

References by Satoshi (JP 2003-059909) when combined with Gianchandani et al reads 
on limitations of amended claim 1. Accordingly claims 1, 10, 13, 16, 19, 22, 45 and 51 have 
been rejected under 35 USC 103 (a) as explained below. Balance claims 2, 3, 11, 12, 14, 15, 17, 
18, 20, 21, 23, 46, 47, 52, 53 have also been rejected under 35 USC 103 (a) as explained below. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or 
described as set forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject 
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matter sought to be patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole 
would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary 
skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived 
by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 1, 10, 13, 16, 19, 22, 45 and 51 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Gianchandani et al (WO 01/27969, which is equivalent to US 6,827,870, 
and referred to hereinafter) in view of Satoshi (JP 2003-059909). 

Regarding Claim 1: Gianchandani et al teach a plasma apparatus comprising: 

a plasma generation unit comprising a substrate 1 7 (as a first electrode) and a 
plurality of electrode elements 51, 52 opposed to the first electrode 17; and 

a gas supply unit 13 for blowing (introducing) a process gas into a space between the first 
electrode 17 and the plurality of second electrodes 51, 52 such that a plurality of micro plasma 
with independent control can be generated {the plasma is generated between the electrode 
segments and the substrate 17 due to dissociation of gas blown in these openings and by the 
voltage applied from a power supply} . Gianchandani et al also teach that ingress of gas in the 
openings 24 (space between first and second electrodes 26, 17) can be obtained through laterally 
extending micro-channels (not shown) in the dielectric layer 22 [that is gas is blown in a space 
between the first electrode and the plurality of second electrodes]; and. 

a power supply unit 3 1 for applying a voltage independently (selectively) to at least one 
electrode among the plurality of second electrodes 51 and 52, wherein the plurality of second 
electrodes 51, 52 of the plasma generation unit are arranged linearly in one line (for example, 
Fig. 1-3 and col. 2, lines 40-65 and col. 5, line 25 to col. 7, line 35). 
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Gianchandani et al does not teach the electrical unit is adapted to selectively apply a 
voltage to only at least one selected electrode among the plurality of second electrodes and 
wherein the first and plurality of second electrodes are arranged perpendicular to a substrate. 

Satoshi teach a plasma treatment apparatus comprising: 

a plasma generation unit comprising a first electrode 4 and a plurality of second 
electrodes 2, 3 opposed to the first electrode 4; 

a gas supply unit adapted to blow a process gas into a space between the first electrode 4 
and the plurality of second electrodes 2,3; and 

a unit comprising a power supply 1 and switches 5, 6 adapted to selectively apply a 
voltage to at least one selected electrode among the plurality of second electrodes 2, 3, 

wherein the plurality of second electrodes 2, 3 are arranged linearly in one line, and the 
first and second electrodes 2, 3 are arranged perpendicular to the substrate 10 (the vertical axes 
of the electrodes 2,3 and 4 are perpendicular to the substrate 10 - examiner notes that claim does 
not recite any specific shape of the electrodes, nor specifies any of electrodes which is 
perpendicular to the substrate) {e.g. Fig. 2 and para. 0015, 0016} [claim limitation "selectively 
apply a voltage to only at least one selected electrode among the plurality of second electrodes", 
is interpreted to imply that a voltage is applied to only one selected electrode among the plurality 
of second electrodes, since "only one selected electrode" and "only at least one selected 
electrode" appear to be contradict when "at least one" includes more than one electrode". 
Applicant is invited to clarify/amend the claim. Further, claim limitation "perpendicular to a 
subject substrate" is interpreted to imply as "perpendicular to a plane in which the substrate is 
disposed", since claim limitation relating to the article being worked upon may not add 
significantly to the claim patentability]. 
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Therefore it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skills in the art at the time of the 
invention to provide an electrical unit that is adapted to selectively apply a voltage to only one 
selected electrode among the plurality of second electrodes as taught by Satoh in the apparatus of 
Gianchandani et al to provide flexibility for controlling plasma processing over the substrate 
surface. 

Regarding Claim 10: Gianchandani et al teach that plurality of second electrodes are 
formed using lithography techniques (Fig. 5 and col. 10, lines 15-25). 

Regarding Claim 13: Gianchandani et al teach first electrode 17 and plurality of second 
electrodes 51, 52 are covered with dielectric 22 (Fig. 1). 

Regarding Claim 16: Gianchandani ct al teach the apparatus is used for etching or 
deposition (col. 2, lines 50-60). 

Regarding Claim 19: Gianchandani et al teach all limitations of the claim including 
moving of holder 54 for relative motion between substrate 17 (stage) and the at least one 
electrode 51, 52 and synchronizing the movement with application of voltage to at least on 
electrode (can be pre-determined electrode since voltage can be supplied independently to 
various electrodes) [col. 2, line 40 to col. 3, line 20 and col. 6, line 60 to col. 7, line 35]. 

Regarding Claim 22: Gianchandani et al teach that typical operating pressure can range 
from 1-1000 torr (as against claimed pressure of 1 atm = 760 torr). It would be obvious to select 
operating pressure as other process limitations like gases, material to be etched /deposited and 
voltages etc (col. 8, lines 5-15). 

Regarding Claim 45: Satoshi teaches the blown process gas acts on the substrate 10 (Fig. 

2). 
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Regarding Claim 5 1 : Gianchandani et al in view of Satoshi teach all limitations of the 
claim including movable electrodes 51, 52 (through stage 56) that enable moving the electrodes 
with respect to substrate to provide selective plasma processing on the substrate surface 
(Gianchandani et al - Fig. 3). Though Gianchandani eta 1 do not explicitly teach movement in 
both X-Y directions it would be obvious to do the same in view of teaching of Gianchandani et al 
to obtain selective processing of substrate at any location on the substrate. 

Claims 2, 3, 11, 12, 14, 15 ,17, 18, 20, 21, 23, 46, 47, 52, 53 are rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Gianchandani et al (WO 01/27969, which is 
equivalent to US 6,827,870, and referred to hereinafter), Satoshi (JP 2003-059909) in view 
of Satoshi (JP 2003-059909) and Morfill et al (US 6,777,880). 

Regarding Claims 2, 3: Gianchandani et al in view of Satoshi teach all limitations of the 
claim including the first and the plurality of second electrodes arranged perpendicular to a 
substrate (as explained above under claim 1). Gianchandani et al in view of Satoshi further teach 
that size and spacing of electrodes may be selected as per type of treatment required like 
anisotropic etch or isotropic etch etc (Gianchandani et al - Fig. 8 and col. 7, lines 15-30 and col. 
12, lines 5-30), but do not explicitly teach specific size of second electrode. 

Morfill et al teach a plasma apparatus (Figures 1 -6) comprising a segment electrode 1 1 
with electrode segments 113 and a second electrode 112. Morfill et al further teach grid size of 
segmented electrode to be 1.27mm (as against claim size of 1 mm). Morfill et al also teach that 
size and spacing of electrode segments is application dependent (col. 9, lines 10-68). 
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It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
to select size of second electrodes as taught by Morfill et al in the apparatus of Gianchandani et 
al in view of Satoshi as per type of process treatment required. 

Regarding Claim 4: Gianchandani et al in view of Satoshi teach all limitations of the 
claim except pattern is a wiring pattern, which is an intended use. Since the prior art apparatus 
meets all structural limitations of the claim, the apparatus is considered capable of meeting this 
intended use limitation. 

In this connection courts have ruled: 

A claim containing a "recitation with respect to the manner in which a claimed apparatus 
is intended to be employed does not differentiate the claimed apparatus from a prior art 
apparatus" if the prior art apparatus teaches all the structural limitations of the claim. Ex 
parte Masham, 2 USPQ2d 1647 (Bd. Pat. App. & Inter. 1987). 

Regarding Claims 11, 12: Gianchandani et al teach plurality of second electrodes are 
formed using lithography techniques (Fig. 5 and col. 10, lines 15-25). 

Regarding Claims 14, 15: Gianchandani et al teach first electrode 17 and plurality of 
second electrodes 5 1 , 52 covered with dielectric 22 (Fig. 1). 

Regarding Claim 17: Gianchandani et al teach the apparatus is used for etching or 
deposition (col. 2, lines 50-60). 

Regarding Claims 18, 23: Gianchandani et al teach that typical operating pressure can 
range from 1-1000 torr (as against claimed pressure of 1 atm = 760 torr). It would be obvious to 
select operating pressure as other process limitations like gases, material to be etched /deposited 
and voltages etc (col. 8, lines 5-15). 

Regarding Claims 20, 21 : Gianchandani et al teach all limitations of the claim including 
moving of holder 54 for relative motion between substrate 17 (stage) and the at least one 
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electrode 51, 52 and synchronizing the movement with application of voltage to at least on 
electrode [col. 2, line 40 to col. 3, line 20 and col. 6, line 60 to col. 7, line 35]. 

Regarding Claims 46, 47: Satoshi teach the blown process gas acts on the substrate 10 
(Fig- 2). 

Regarding Claims 52, 53: Gianchandani et al in view of Satoshi teach all limitations of 
the claim including movable electrodes 51, 52 (through stage 56) that enable moving the 
electrodes with respect to substrate to provide selective plasma processing on the substrate 
surface (Gianchandani et al - Fig. 3). Though Gianchandani eta 1 do not explicitly teach 
movement in both X-Y direction it would be obvious to do the same in view of teaching of 
Gianchandani et al to obtain selective processing at any location on the substrate. 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to RAKESH K. DHINGRA whose telephone number is (571)272- 
5959. The examiner can normally be reached on 8:30 -6:00 (Monday - Friday). 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Parviz Hassanzadeh can be reached on (571)-272-1435. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 



Application/Control Number: 10/807,472 Page 9 

Art Unit: 1792 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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